Radical Reprints: The Wish.com of Publishing 


Normally, we refrain from commenting on the grifting that happens along the edges of the 
communist movement, to avoid drawing attention to it. But we feel that in the case of some recent 
“output”, a review is in order. 


“Radical Reprints” appears to be a group of people who scour the internet looking for stuff they can 
steal to publish and print. They print a wide range of material: from articles on settlerism, to Debord, 
to Bakunin, and now, they’ve hit upon the new cash cow that is Bordiga. A cursory glance at the titles 
they publish would alone reveal a lack of revolutionary principles. Their radicalism is about as deep as 
their concern for the content of the crap they put out. Not only do they have the mindset of the petty 
shopkeeper, they also take part in the most middle class and bourgeois of all reactions to the woes of 
capital: charity dressed up as "mutual aid". More, they print and sell an early iteration of our 
translation of “Dialogue with Stalin” - and they’re aware that we exist - without having the modicum 
of courtesy to inform us about their intention. We are the last who would jump to the defence of 
intellectual property, but what we do care about is the communist movement. And what we have 
here are people making a hustle out of selling poorly translated texts under the name of Bordiga. 


We’re aware that we, too, host pieces that are in need of improvements. But we’re providing 
working translations serving the self-clarification of communists-to-be. Our practice with translating 
has steadily improved over the past three years, and we’re gradually amending deficiencies in older 
texts — not least thanks to the steady stream of contributions by helpful volunteers that contacted us 
out of their own impetus! For us, this is not an intellectual exercise, a lifestyle, or a hobby. We do not 
make any money from it. We don’t beg nor pander. 


What matters to us is never the packaging in which something is presented: Was it written by this or 
that Great Man? Does it have a colourful cover? Can we get some person of ostensible authority to 
recommend it? No — an accurate judgement does not care for the person who expressed it first. This 
simple insight is enough for us to draw the consequence of taking up the fight against the culture that 
treats thoughts as the property of individuals. In the case of Amadeo Bordiga, this applies all the 
more, since he never aimed at developing critical communism, but instead at restating its established 
results. Properly speaking, there is nothing new to be found in his writings for anyone who has 
already appropriated the science of communism for themselves by other means. He himself 
expressed it as follows: 


“I don't want the name Bordiga to be thrown on the market, a stupid bait for those who offer 
it and those who bite, and I'm sure it won't be done even after my death. Anyone who doesn't 
understand why, hasn't understood one line of all the texts and history of the Left. | think 
about the date of death with serenity and leave it to the superstitious to knock on wood. I'm 
not afraid of dying, but | am afraid that the whole movement will lose its marbles to 
commemorate me, yes. Although | have decided not to leave wills of any kind, you force me to 
think about the measures | can take to prevent this supreme bullshit. | want anyone to enjoy 
free usufruct of the texts on the condition that there be no mention of the name Bordiga. A 
problem in bourgeois practice and in communist practice. If everyone was really mature, | 
might not have this concern, but | see weaknesses. If | violate the rights of history, well, above 
all, | don't give a fuck about history. ” 


But clearly, his name makes money, so Radical Reprints are now set upon publishing more of the 
work of the ICP, labelling it in a way that they think will make them cash. They are in good company: 
recently, Brill Publishers came out with a book on Bordiga whose editors attribute articles that he 
didn’t write to him. These are supplemented with the most banal of introductions intended to make 


the communist left appeal to the widest possible audience by blunting the sharp edges of critical 
communism. Similarly, Radical Reprints will gladly attempt to increase profits by adding filler, such as 
their publicly advertised plan of having the communist left’s study of Soviet Russia introduced by 
Jacques Camatte. This is akin to having a creationist preface Darwin’s Origin of the Species, allowing 
F.A. Hayek to introduce Marx’s Capital, or publishing certain assassination attempts in conjunction 
with “Auschwitz or the Great Alibi”. 


To demonstrate the poor quality of the translations provided by Radical Reprints, let us take a look at 
one of their texts of which have done our own rendition, for comparison. An instalment of the series 
“On the Thread of Time”, the article “Nel vortice della mercantile anarchia” aims to inform about the 
development of mercantile relations in history, and their subsequent supersession in communist 
society. The text has long been available in Italian, French and German — all of which we have perused 
for making our own translation as accurate as possible. We published it as “In the Vortex of 
Mercantile Anarchy” at the end of August last year. Radical Reprints has then later made their own 
version available via the Marxists Internet Archive, itself not known as a bastion of accuracy, under 
the title “In the Whirlpool of Mercantile Anarchy”. When we quote from this rendition in the 
following, we boldface the errors subsequently pointed out. 


The beginning sets the tone for what is to come: 


“The poetry of all epochs has sung the act that renews and perpetuates the life of the species: 
when the baby's mouth sucks food from the mother's tit, and we see an example of natural 
use value, which however the mercantile age also knew how to make this natural connection 
into an exchange value with the profession of nurse.” 


Disregarding the poor grammar, the translators at Radical Reprints apparently do not know what a 
wet nurse is and choose to drop the word “wet” altogether. Which ordinary nurse gives her breast to 
new-borns? What’s more, a whole breast with them is reduced to a tit. This uneasy relationship with 
the fairer sex is a recurring theme throughout the translation. Displeased with the existence of 
breasts like prudish conservatives, they perform a mastectomy by banishing the word “bosom” 
whenever it comes up. 


When it then comes to the description of a Robinsonade in which two fictitious producers are to fight 
over their property, Radical Reprints renders it as follows: 


“The vigorous shepherd can measure himself with the more agile armed with an ax, one of 
the two will remain master, for his consumption, of the lambs and the axes, since he does not 
know what to do with the adversary's spoil.” 


|? 


The “spoil” in this example would of course need to be either the lambs or the axes — but what sense 
does it make to say that the victor would not know what to do with that spoil, when its appropriation 
was the whole purpose of the battle in the first place? Exactly: none. It is not the ICP that are 
senseless here, but our translators. The Italian word used is “spoglia’, which although reading similar 
to “spoil” means... skin, or, translated more liberally, corpse. So the actual point being made in the 
passage is that the productive forces of our Robinson’s world have not yet developed to the point 
where slavery would suggest itself to him. One does not put a dead body to work, unless it’s 
Bordiga’s! Of course, making this jest comprehensible to anarchists is a downright impossible task — 
so it would not be surprising for this mistake to be a product of Radical Reprints’ petty outlook. 


Later, the ICP comment on a paragraph that was deliberately translated wrongly in early Italian 
editions of “Capital”. With Radical Reprints, the section in question reads like this: 


“We prefer to refer syntactically the su of it (auf ihr) not to the feminine Produktion, as it 
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would also go, but to the preceding feminine Abhdngigkeit, that is ‘addiction’. 


This sentence most likely will not make a whole lot of sense to the English reader. First, our 
professional translators for some reason left the “su” of “su di esse” in there. Even worse, they 
translate “dipendenza” not straightforwardly as “dependence”, as it should be, but as “addiction”! 
Since they translated the word correctly in the immediately preceding quote from Capital, it seems 
like Radical Reprints barely attempted to follow the argument being made in the article, and instead 
let some translation engine do the work. To make matters worse, when the term later pops up again, 
they add to the confusion by continuing to alternate between “addiction” and “dependence”’. 


Then, in the next paragraph: 


“The German construction, which in the mouth or under the pen of the lavatives becomes a 
rinsing of endless repetitions, has in Marx an enormous power of synthesis and expression (in 
the non-German but Jewish Marx! In the nationless Marx!).” 


A lavative is a drink to wash down food or medicine. We are not sure what the considerations of 
Radical Reprints here were. Most likely, there weren’t any. The Italian word used is “lavativi’, the 
plural of “lavativo”. This is a shirker, an idler or a good-for-nothing. The communist left has people 
like Radical Reprints in mind here. 


In a further point, the ICP sketches the determinacy of pre-capitalist relations of production. Radical 
Reprints are sure that the respective passage must read like this: 


“They have a house and a field which they cultivate and upon whose product they live, but 
they give the nobleman and the priest a share in the grain, the wine, the strength of the arm 
and, they said, the sweetness of their daughter. Report, for a positive, evident, clear and ‘fair’ 
economic science.” 


Not only do Radical Reprints prove their literary ineptitude in putting “sweetness” instead of “grace” 
for “venusta’”’, but worse, they translate “rapporto” not appropriately as “a relation”, but as “report” 
—a mistake that they will later repeat — so that the whole sentence seems to make no sense at all. 


But Radical Reprints do not only mistranslate. Sometimes they insert entire sentences that just do not 
exist in the original. Look at this: 


“Freedom; exchange value: you are born. You are unleashed unto the world.” 
The second sentence is altogether an offspring of “creativity”. 


Some paragraphs later, the ICP compares the contrived situation of the biblical paradise with that of 
Robinson Crusoe. Radical Reprints translates as follows: 


“It was certainly not an exchange, if the very vapid Eve in order to bite a simple knob signed a 
bill that we are all paying, but a real devilry.” 


So that mankind is locked out from paradise not because of Eve getting ensnared into eating the 
forbidden fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, but because a shallow broad wanted to 
take a bite out of Adam’s (?) knob! The Italian adjective used to describe Eve is “svaporatissima”, 
which is the feminine superlative of “svaporato”, thus meaning very absent-minded. Vapid would 
rather be “scipitissima” or “scialbissima” in Italian. Naturally, in the story of the ICP, Eve takes a bite 
from a “pomo” which in this context is an apple, not a knob. 


Crusoe and Friday do not meet with a better fate: 


“As for Crusoe, the second man he met was Friday, and having saved that dagger, with which 
Engels endlessly mocked Mr. Diihring, he hastened to establish a non-exchange relationship 
(since he was naked like Adam, and moreover of the same sex) but of open slavery, after 


explanation on the faith of the Bible that he was outside the Christian rights of the human 
person.” 


Radical Reprints makes their Robinson retain a dagger, product of the civilised world from which he is 
isolated. The Italian word used by the ICP is “daga”. They get this from Engels, who uses the German 
word “Degen” in the original version of the chapter on the theory of force in the Anti-Diihring. This 
would correctly be translated not as a dagger, but as a smallsword. In Crusoe’s English novel itself, 
there is only talk of an unspecified sword - which the English translators of the Anti-Diihring have 
retained. So either putting “sword” or “smallsword” would have been fine. What might appear as 
nitpicking just shows how little care Radical Reprints have for accuracy, and that they lack both the 
background knowledge as well as the diligence that is required for a proper translation. 


The rest of the sentence isn’t any better. What it is supposed to say is that Crusoe did not establish a 
relation of exchange, but one of slavery. Instead, Radical Reprints make it into “a non-exchange 
relationship but of open slavery”, which does not even make sense grammatically. 


We then are faced with another arbitrary insertion of our prolific translators: 


“There is no need to follow Maeterlinck or Kropotkin among his libertarian bees, not being 
able to deny that there is a division of labor and a social hierarchy, together with the 
construction industry.” 


Those familiar with the ICP would immediately be suspicious of a mention of someone like Kropotkin. 
And rightly so: there is no trace of his name in the Italian original. Instead, Radical Reprints put him 
there because they felt like it. 


In a passage where the ICP succinctly summarise the logical consequences of the doctrine peddled by 
economists, Radical Reprints puts this: 


“care for you not to be screwed by you.” 


Does this sound like a description of bourgeois society to anyone? Indeed, the proper translation 
would be “I cheat you so as not to be cheated by you”, which is a fitting commentary to the practice 
of these “selfless” disseminators of communist texts. 


Immediately afterwards, the communist left compares the myths of Satan robbing humanity of 
paradise with the factual practice of the bourgeoisie. Radical Reprints: 


“It is logical that the bourgeoisie praises Satan, since in order to unroll the film we too know 
that it had to put a smoky tail on it. But the bourgeois theory is bestial, that its diabolical 
influence is inseparable from the men of the past millennia and of those to come.” 


Here, the bourgeoisie does not itself put on the devil’s smoky tail by “unrolling the film” of capitalist 
society with the atrocities of primitive accumulation. Instead, it for some reason is made to put the 
tail on that film. And what is bestial about bourgeois theory is no longer that it considers this 
“diabolical” trait inherent to all of humanity’s past, present and future, but that the influence of that 
theory itself would transcend history. 


We could go on like this almost indefinitely, but we do not want to bore the reader. Instead, we will 
merely list some obvious howlers. With Radical Reprints, communism and freedom are not at each 
other’s throats, as with the ICP, but instead, both are “mugged”. Our translators make Queen 
Semiramis not tell of endless provinces, but of “exterminated” ones. “Communal” relations are 
reduced to “municipal” ones, and “excluding” becomes “less than”. A single or unified market is 
turned into a “unique” one. In an interesting kind of euphemism, Soviet workers are not deported to 
labour camps, but to “processing fields”. And finally, in a Stalinist turn of events, communist society 


does arise from the sectors in which monetary mercantilism disappears, but from those in which this 
mercantilism “emerges”! Throughout the text, Radical Reprints for one and the same Italian word 
arbitrarily use the terms “mercantile”, “commodity” or “commercial”. They everywhere retain the 
definite article characteristic of Italian, even when it does not fit in English, and they are greatly 
confused about the distinction between labour and work, of which Engels has long ago said the 


necessary. 


\" 


We want to emphasise that the misunderstandings proper to Radical Reprints proliferate too. It is 
ridiculous that they not only considered themselves in the position to “translate”, but also to write a 
preface for the 1956 “Dialogue with the Dead’. Looking over the text they’ve made available will 
convince anyone that the quality of its English rendition is no better than the one that has been 
dissected here. One shudders upon remembering that Radical Reprints also intend to publish the 
“Economic and Social Structure of Russia Today” in its full length of more than a thousand pages for 
the first time in English! A text that has already been an object of pillage by others seeking to 
differentiate their wares on the leftist market of ideas by resurrecting Bukharin... But we digress. 
Let’s take a look at the mentioned introduction, naturally hosted by Libcom: 


“Bordiga then goes on to recapitulate and expand upon the issues laid forward in the 
Dialogue with Stalin, showing how the structure of Russian society is a capitalist one, and 
busting the myths of the mass growth of the Soviet economy. Even if these myths were true, 
they still rely on an inherently flawed logic of ‘emulation’, and the idea that socialism is the 
development of the productive forces, rather than their destruction. ”’ 


Stupid as this “explanation” is with regard to the content of the text in question in general, it 
becomes even dumber by conceptual confusion of the worst kind. Radical Reprints here conflate the 
relations of production of capitalist society, which are indeed to be destroyed, with the productive 
forces, whose development, certainly occurring in a one-sided manner under the rule of the 
bourgeoisie, is to be freed by communism. This banality is even mentioned in the article: 


“Third stage: It is transitory on a historical scale, but long and complex. Under the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, the relations of production defended by the old class and which 
blocked the way to new productive forces are annihilated one after the other.”’ 


Alas, the blunder has already made its way into the collective consciousness of social media. On 
Twitter we find people wondering: 


“What does bordiga mean by socialism is the destruction of productive forces.” 


The point we want to get across here is that this isn’t just a question of a bad translation. The people 
doing it lack a basic understanding of Marx or of the ICP. This is a blatant, shoddy attempt at making 
money. Radical Reprints have as their mission statement “reprinting cheap books and cheap/free 
zines for mutual aid’, but this mutual aid is never elaborated. 


On their Patreon, Radical Reprints plead “we do not keep any of the proceeds from our books nor 
zines, we print at a loss while we are trying to keep the lights on”. How expensive are these lights? 
Paying their figurative electric bills is apparently mutual aid. Be it far from us to suggest that 
“mutual-aid” means “electric bill”, but they’ve helpfully listed some of the things that they might 
syphon cash into. 


Their website features many links to a wide variety of cash donation services, mutual aid networks, 
anarchist libraries, socialist archives, networks for black and indigenous groups, Libcom, trans 
websites, links to the libertarian left, and so on. It is similar to an early 2000s web ring. One that 
struck us the most, out of the rest of these sectional concerns, was an "indigenous mutual aid fund", 
which has a subsection titled “medicine”, where “advice” regarding COVID-19 is put forward: 


“As a witness to the beautiful nation-building efforts in revitalizing and reenergizing our 
traditional food, medicine, and healing systems — social distancing seems physically and 
mentally defeating. Yet, social distancing does not, cannot, and will not stop us from standing 
together in social solidarity... As a community of healers, we must honor each others’ 
knowledge base, discuss perspectives, and empower one another. We can look to Dandelion 
as a model of strength and resilience. Time after time, as manmade materials try to push 
Dandelion out of existence, it returns to the land and heals the soil, opening up space for 
more medicine to enter the Earth. It shares its gifts of nutritious food and powerful medicine 
with so many species. ” 


This sort of stuff makes us hope that the money actually goes towards paying Radical Reprints’ rent. 
In fact, the mutual aid links are so numerous, that it makes us question how much money they make 
or if they even bother to contribute. Do they donate a sizeable amount to a few or fractions of a 
penny to a lot? Additionally, all of the organisations linked appear to be located in the United States. 
It seems hypocritical to us that people who publish rants against “settlerism” would do this. But then 
again: they publish texts by the ICP alongside those rants as well! 


The picture is completed by a series of tweets they made: 


“Do not buy any of the paperback versions of Theories of Surplus Value on Amazon. All 
versions of ours have been erased from Amazon and are resold with blurry covers and the 
wrong size. These are terrible bootlegs, if they were good bootlegs, all power to pirates, 
except these. ”’ 


“Critical support to Radical Reprints in their struggle against the amazon listing coup” 


“The messed up version of Theories of Surplus Value Volume 1 in paperback which has 
floated around and taken over our original version” 


“What is getting under my skin is simultaneously the fact this is cutting into mutual aid funds. 
The sales we make on our print books go to mutual aid funds every months and there is 
someone out here chipping away sales and pocketing this money. ” 


“Whoever uploaded Theories of Surplus Value Volume 1 with a fucked up cover that has an 
orange border and two ISBNs that replaced our version we worked for months on, you are a 
piece of shit.” 


“Whoever took down our edition of Theories of Surplus Value and replaced it with their own, 
we could not care less if you steal our files, but at the very least don't put an ugly border 
around the clearly screenshotted cover!” 


The hypocrisy is almost too much for us here. It’s truly unbelievable. Long ago, Marx has told the 
simple truth that a capitalist is indifferent to the use value of his wares. His only concern is their 
appearance at the point of sale, the packaging. Likewise, Radical Reprints care little for what it is that 
they are publishing. They have no stake in its content, in communism. They’re selling a book that they 
most likely haven’t read, and their main concern is over a cover. A cover that they claim to have 
worked months on! One wishes this time would have been expended more productively on 
translations instead. We’ll link the design in question, so that the reader can assess whether the 
amount of cope exhibited is justified. They claim their “files” were stolen, even though the Theories 
of Surplus Value are freely available online and are still technically owned by the original publishers. 
Again, Radical Reprints complain about money being chipped away from their “mutual aid funds” and 
other people “pocketing” that money. And they do this while blending in the most bourgeois 
networking, where each “content creator” sniffs the farts of the next one. 


The moral conundrum: does the buyer support a pirate who pockets the money, or do they buy one 
of those books that Radical Reprints are complaining about? 


